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Abstract 
 
The article focuses on public governance and attempts to disaggregate the complexities of 
state and non-state relations in partnerships. Partnerships, as a form of governance, involve 
state and non-state actors in networks which are increasingly being employed in the 
formulation and implementation of public policy. The involvement of state and non-state 
actors in partnerships and networks of co-governance and co-production of public services 
are evident throughout the United Kingdom (UK). This paper focuses on the internal 
dynamics of local partnerships and offers insights into the interactions between state and 
non-state actors in these governance networks. The paper concludes that state’s authoritative 
role creates asymmetries in governance networks which make the theoretical 
conceptualisation of governance questionable. 
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Introduction 
 
The past few decades has seen the integration of non-state actors in public service delivery 
with the introduction of neoliberal reforms of the state. Governance as a theoretical and 
taxonomical construct captured the relationship between state and non-state actors in the 
formulation of policy and delivery of public services. The concept of governance has gained 
traction over the years as an accepted construct and theory in public administration literature. 
This paper questions governance as a theory and taxonomy of state and non-state relations in 
the delivery of public services.  It provides a critical perspective through empirical evidence 
and argues that the state, although a participant in networks, maintains a hegemonic role in 
governance networks.  
 
The first section of the paper therefore provides a review of governance literature, but it is not 
the intension to provide a comprehensive review. This is beyond the scope this paper, rather 
we return to Rhodes’ conceptualisation of governance since this is often cited and a pervasive 
basis for many theorisation and taxonomical analysis of governance. The paper then explores 
related and emerging concepts of governance, specifically public governance, co-governance, 
co-production and partnerships. These related conceptualisations too incorporate the ideation 
of state and non-state actors working within networks to formulate public policy and deliver 
public services. 
 
The second section of the paper provides a brief overview of governance in the UK to 
contextualise the research. This section describes the various partnerships in local and health 
sectors in England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. The partnerships are configured in 
varied ways given reserved and devolved powers in the UK polity. Although it is 
acknowledged that there are variances, hence the inclusion of partnerships by locality in the 
research, the partnerships incorporate the ideation of governance since there are state and 
non-state actors involved in the public service delivery. 
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The third section of the paper provides empirical evidence, based on a large scale, 
quantitative and qualitative survey, of the hegemonic role of the state in governance and 
public governance networks. Although there are a number of empirical studies on 
partnerships these tend to be case study based and limited to a sector and/or specific 
geographical localities (Durose et al, 2014). The research for this paper is significant since it 
makes a twofold contribution to governance scholarship. Firstly, the research involved 
sampling of more than one sector, i.e. local and health partnerships. Secondly, the research 
included England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland in the sample and therefore not 
confined to one locality and/or polity.  
 
The research is located at local and community levels as much of service delivery in the UK 
is delivered through these levels of governance (Wilson and Game, 2011). Furthermore, 
Rhodes provided three levels of analysis of governance; macro, meso and micro. This paper 
is concerned with the latter level of analysis, specifically public governance relationships 
within a local and community context to explore relations amongst actors and organisations 
close to the point of public service delivery. 
 
The paper concludes that local level service delivery is taking place through an array of state 
and non-state networks, but that the conceptualisation of governance as networks being 
autonomous from the state is inaccurate. The research found that the state through its 
authoritative role in society employs non-state actors in networks to extend the authority of 
the state in the delivery of services. This paper argues that the authority of the state is not 
being ‘hollowed out’. 
 
Governance: A Theoretical Concept 
 
Much has been written about governance and it has become a ubiquitous concept in public 
administration literature i. Governance has become a nebulous term, used in a variety of 
contexts and to some extent lost its meaning (see Bovaird, 2005). For the purposes of this 
paper we return to seminal and often cited work of Rhodes. He (1981:97-98; 2000:61; 
2008:15) defined governance as: ‘…self-organising, inter-organisational networks 
characterised by interdependence, resource exchange, rules of the game based on trust and 
significant autonomy from the state’. Rhodes (1996; 1997) argued that the authority of the 
state is being ‘hollowed out’ through this growing influence of self-organising networks and 
non-state actors involved in the formulation and implementation of public policy resulting in 
a differentiated polity. Rhodes (1981) in a study of British central-local relations developed a 
typology based on the theory of power dependence. He stated that: 
(a) Any organisation is dependent upon other organisations for resources; 
(b) In order to achieve goals, organisations have to exchange resources; 
(c) Although decision making is constrained by other organisations, the dominant 
coalition retains some discretion with the dominant coalition influencing relationships 
which are seen as a problem and resources sought to address the problem; 
(d) The dominant coalition employs strategies within known rules of the game to regulate 
the process of exchange; and  
(e) Variations in the degree of discretion are a product of goals and the relative power 
potential of interacting organisations (Rhodes, 1981:98). 
It is observable that public policy is being formulated and implemented through a plethora of 
formal and informal institutions, mechanisms and processes which in scholarly literature is 
referred to as governance (Sørensen and Torfing, 2005; Pierre and Peters, 2000). In the 
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literature governance usually refers to public sector reforms involving privatisation, public 
enterprises, contracting-out, quasi markets, contract steering, local partnerships, etc. 
(Sørensen and Torfing, 2005).  According to Sørensen and Torfing (2005) this often refers to 
a polity which is divided and fragmented into a variety of interdependent public, semi-public 
and private agencies  
Rhodes (2008; 2011) acknowledged that there are asymmetries of power within networks. He 
argues that networks are rooted in resource exchange and the distribution of resources 
between actors in a specific network remains central to any explanation of the distribution of 
power in that network (Rhodes, 2008:37). Sørensen and Torfing (2005: 203) also argue that 
there is an asymmetric allocation of material and immaterial resources amongst actors with 
some actors stronger and more central than others. However, they acknowledge that since 
participation in networks is voluntary and exit is always a possibility, and since the actors are 
depending on each other to ‘get things done’ no actor can command or force others in a 
hierarchical manner (ibid).  
The concept of governance has seen a proliferation in the literature of related concepts such 
as public governance, co-governance and co-production. Public governance involves public 
resources and services provided by any permutation of government, private and civil society 
organisations such as the voluntary sector (Rhodes 1996; Pierre and Peters 2000). Public 
governance involves delivery of government services by private and third sector 
organisations with a need for collaboration and community engagement level (Kernaghan, 
2009). It involves the exercise of power, authority and/or influence by a broad range of actors 
in joining up policies, services, structures, processes and systems in arrangements that extend 
across departmental, governmental and/or sector boundaries (Kernaghan, 2008). Important to 
public governance is networks of actors, integrating services and engaging the community at 
this micro-level (Kernaghan, 2009). Bovaird and Löffler (2003: 316) similarly describe 
public governance as ‘...the ways in which stakeholders interact with each other in order to 
influence the outcomes of public policies.’ 
 
Kooiman (2003) distinguished four co-modes of governance: (1) communicative governance 
(involving ‘reasonable’ citizens in service design and provision); (2) public-private 
partnerships; (3) co-management; and (3) networks (interaction amongst a variety of 
interests). The manifestation of collaborative public governance is some form of partnerships 
whose board or management committee is populated by the various interests (Skelcher, 
Mathur and Smith, 2005). Public governance therefore offers a mechanism of engaging 
relevant stakeholders and motivating joint action (ibid). Partnerships are semi-autonomous 
organisational vehicles through which governmental, private, voluntary and community 
sector actors engage in the process of debating, deliberating and delivering public policy at 
the regional and local level (Skelcher et al, 2005; Sullivan and Skelcher, 2002). 
A related concept to governance and public governance is co-governance. Co-governance is 
public, private and civil society organisations involved in the planning and/or delivery of 
services (Brandsen and Pestoff, 2006). Moreover, co-governance is consensual regulation 
shared by public, civic and professional actions in the delivery of public services (Bode 
(2006). Voorberg, Bekkers and Tummers’ (2013) study showed that co-governance involves 
co-creation and co-production which is defined as the active involvement of citizens in public 
service delivery by creating partnerships with the state. Furthermore, co-governance involves: 
(1) citizens as co-implementers of public policy; (2) citizens as co-designers; and (3) citizens 
as co-initiators (ibid). Ostrom (1996) defines co-production as a process through which inputs 
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used to provide goods or services are contributed by individuals who are not from the same 
organisation. Co-production therefore refers to the mix of activities that public, private and 
societal actors contribute to the provision of public services (Pestoff and Brandsen, 2009). 
Bovaird (2007) argues that co-production is the provision of services through regular, long 
term relationships between professionalised providers from any sector and service users or 
other members of the community where all actors make substantial resource contributions. 
Co-production involves the ‘seamless’ and ‘joined-up’ provision of services where users and 
citizens play a key role in the definition and delivery of services (Bovaird, 2005). Thus, co-
production assumes that service users and communities can and often should be part of 
service planning and delivery (Bovaird, 2007).  
Skelcher et al’s (2005) review of previous co-governance research found that partnerships 
operate in an uncertain and ill-defined authority and accountability environment, accentuating 
the problems arising from hollowing-out which erodes accountability and obscures who is 
accountable for what (ibid). This is partly because partnerships are designed to integrate 
horizontal and vertical policy implementation rather than democratic needs (ibid). Bovaird 
(2005) found that there are ‘trade-offs’ in public governance arrangements: more stakeholder 
engagement may give rise to higher costs and sometimes delays in decision making and 
implementation; fragmentation of accountability; and the regulation of stakeholder power 
may erode trust (ibid).  
Governance is a contested concept both in theory and practice (Bovaird, 2005). Davies 
(2011) criticised the governance thesis and argued that new structures of local governance 
were essentially orchestrated by central government’s delivery agenda. Similarly, Holliday 
(2000) argues that central government was increasing its authority as evidenced by its 
increased size, key role in policy networks and retaining its coordination capacity in central-
local relations. Bell and Hindmoor (2009) also contest the thesis of governance and argue that 
government and hierarchical rules are not being replaced by governance arrangements 
through markets, interest group associations and community engagement, but rather the role 
of government is being supplemented. Fenwick, Johnston Miller and McTavish (2012) 
similarly argue that government’s authority is not being eroded but extended through 
bureaucracy and integration of non-state actors through bureaucratic arrangements.  
The concepts of governance, public governance, co-governance and co-production are often 
used interchangeably (Voorberg, Bekkers and Tummers, 2013). The recurring and 
taxonomical issue of governance is that it involves trust, interdependence, autonomy from the 
state, shared purpose and exchange of resources amongst actors in a network. The review of 
literature for this paper provided a number of critical research questions. To what extent does 
trust exist between state and non-state actors; how interdependent and autonomous are actors; 
do actors have a shared purpose and is there an exchange of resources in governance 
networks? These questions informed the research and were operationalized for the research 
survey.  
 
As stated above, partnerships are increasingly being employed in delivery of public services. 
Thus, in the next section we first turn our attention to partnerships in the UK polity and the 
location of the research.  
 
Public Governance in England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland 
 
In England, Local Enterprise Partnerships were established with the introduction of the 2010 
White Paper ‘Local Growth: Realising Every Place’s Potential’. The aim was to: shift power 
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to local communities and business, enabling places to tailor their approach to local 
circumstances; and support investment in places and people to tackle the barriers to growth 
(Department of Business, Innovation and Skills, 2010:5). By 2013, 39 local enterprise 
partnerships were established involving local government, business and community 
stakeholders accessing £370million funding (Department of Communities and Local 
Government, 2014). Within the health sector in England, health and well-being boards were 
established after the introduction of the Health and Social Care Act of 2012.  The aim was to 
integrate health and social care through local authorities in co-governance with the NHS, 
social care, children’s services and elected representatives from Healthwatch to meet the 
needs of the local population, address local inequalities in health and enhance accountability 
to the local community (see Health and Social Care Act 2012). There are currently 153 health 
and well-being boards in England. 
 
In Wales public governance is articulated in the Welsh Government’s policy document, 
‘Shared Purpose – Shared Delivery’ (2012). This saw an integration of public services with 
local service boards, non-statutory partnerships, being established across the 22 Welsh local 
authority areas. The boards ensured joined-up service delivery with local government 
working across organizational boundaries, pooling capacity and expertise and tackling 
structural blockages in the system of public service delivery (Welsh Local Government 
Association, 2014). Although there is variance in size, structure and membership of local 
service boards, generally they consist of elected officials and chief executives of local 
government, relevant public sector and community leaders. There was also a re-design of 
health services with ‘One Wales’. The aim of the policy was to improve health outcomes and 
ensure that the Welsh NHS delivered care effectively with partnership arrangements (NHS 
Wales, 2014). Community health councils, statutory lay bodies, represent the interests of the 
public in the health service in their district in the form of partnerships (ibid). This allows for 
inclusion of community, private and public sector stakeholders in the determination of local 
services.  
 
In Scotland at local government level there are community planning partnerships and within 
the health sector there are community health and care partnerships. Community planning 
partnerships were established in 2003 as part of the statutory requirements of the Local 
Government Act. The act stipulates that ‘Community Planning is … a process ... whereby 
public services in the area of the local authority are planned and provided after consultation 
and on-going co-operation … among all public bodies ... and with community bodies’ 
(Scottish Government, 2003). The aim of the partnerships is to ensure that: people and 
communities are engaged in the decisions made by public services which affect them; and 
organisations work together in partnership to provide better public services (ibid). There are 
32 community planning partnerships commensurate with local authorities and include a range 
of public sector stakeholders such as the NHS, police, education, welfare services as well as 
business, voluntary and community representatives. Public governance in the health sector in 
Scotland can be traced to the Community Health Partnerships Regulations of 2004. 
Following some criticisms by Audit Scotland in 2011 concerning the lack of partnership and 
joined-up health service delivery, community health and care partnerships were established. 
The partnerships allow for better integration of service delivery across NHS Scotland with 
other public sector bodies such as local government. In addition to a statutory representation 
of local government on NHS health boards, the partnerships involve local authority, 
voluntary and community representation. In Scotland it should be noted that single outcome 
agreements entrench public governance as it involves partnerships of statutory and non-
statutory bodies focused on achieving local service delivery needs and outcomes.  
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Northern Ireland too has some form of public governance in local commissioning groups, but 
at the time of writing local government was undergoing reform and restructuring. As yet it 
did not have any statutory partnerships at local government level. Within the health sector 
local commissioning groups are responsible for the commissioning of health and social care 
by addressing the care needs of their local population; responsible for assessing health and 
social care needs; planning health and social care to meet current and emerging needs; and 
securing the delivery of health and social care to meet assessed needs (Health and Social Care 
Northern Ireland, 2014). The local commissioning groups’ memberships consist of local 
government representatives, public health officials, medical and clinical practitioners, 
voluntary sector and community stakeholders.  
 
Public governance is evident throughout the UK and although there are variances in size, 
composition and statutory obligation; there are similarities and comparabilities. The public 
governance arrangements across the UK involve states and non-state actors involved in the 
design and delivery of public services. The aim is often to integrate and join-up service 
delivery providing a platform for the voluntary sector and community stakeholders to co-
govern services. This paper therefore investigates the aforementioned partnerships to address 
the taxonomical issues and research questions to better understand the interaction between 
state and non-state actor in public governance. 
 
Research Method and Data 
 
The research involved an online survey disseminated to local government and health 
partnerships throughout the UK. The survey was designed based on the review of literature 
and extant public governance research. In England the survey was disseminated to local 
enterprise partnerships, and health and wellbeing boards; in Scotland to community planning 
partnerships, and community health and care partnerships; in Wales to local service boards, 
and community health councils; and in Northern Ireland to local commissioning groups as 
partnerships within the health and care boards. The surveys were sent to the chairs or 
secretariats of the partnerships. In total there were 290 local government and health 
partnerships in the UK, 270 randomly sampled and 152 responses received. The 
disaggregation of the population and sample partnerships per sector and region is illustrated 
in Table 1. The survey included profile questions (e.g. sector and region); questions on trust, 
interdependence, autonomy, shared purpose, and exchange of resources according to a Likert 
scale and a final open-ended questionii. The most significant findings are provided in the next 
section.iii 
 
Table 1: Population and Sample of Partnerships 
Region 
Local 
Government 
(N) 
Local 
Government 
(n) 
Health 
(N) 
Health 
(n) 
Scotland 32 28 31 31 
England 39 38 153 140 
Wales 22 20 8 8 
N. Ireland - - 5 5 
Total 93 86 197 184 
 
Findings 
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Most of the respondents were male (58%); within older age categories and were highly 
qualified. The majority of respondents (64.5%) regarded their primary employment within 
the public sector. 
 
Most respondents were in agreement that their partnership was effective. Respondents agreed 
(35.5%) or were neutral (26.3%) as to whether partnerships were time-consuming in the 
process of decision making. Yet, when asked whether partnerships were efficient since it 
saved time involving stakeholders from the start of the decision making process, 5.9% 
strongly agreed; 34.9% agreed; 25.7% remained neutral; 5.3% strongly disagreed and 8.6 % 
disagreed. Most respondents agreed (40% agreed and 7.2% strongly agreed) that the 
partnership makes a real difference in improving services in the community.  
 
On questions of trust most respondents agreed that there were high levels of trust among 
partnership stakeholders. However, a disaggregation of data by sector reveals a more 
complex picture with non-state actors less in agreement (see Table 2). Respondents also 
agreed that they felt free to share information and express their opinion with stakeholders in 
the partnership. On further measures of trust there was general agreement that partnerships 
allow for the development of network relationships and social capital. For the most part 
respondents agreed that they trusted partners to deliver on decisions made by the forum. Yet 
on questions of accountability and trust, the responses were mixed. For example, respondents 
were asked whether partners in the forum held each other to account for performance. The 
responses ranged from: 7% strongly disagreed; 19.7% disagreed; 26.3% remained neutral; 
32.2% agreed and 3.9% strongly agreed. 
 
Table 2: Levels of Trust 
Sector Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Public 2% 7.1% 26.5% 38.8% 7.1% 
Private 0% 18.2% 0% 63.6% 18.2% 
Voluntary 0% 21.4% 28.6% 35.7% 0% 
 
Questions relating to the extent to which there was an exchange of resources showed that 
overall there was tendency towards agreement, but a disaggregation of data by sector 
revealed that respondents from the voluntary sector were in less agreement (see Table 3). 
Most respondents largely agreed that government used partnership forums as a means to gain 
information of service delivery needs in communities. Similarly, most respondents strongly 
agreed (22.4%) and agreed (49.3%) that partnerships provided a forum for diverse 
stakeholder views to be taken into account. Yet, there were mixed responses to questions on 
the extent to which there was community participation. For example, when asked whether the 
partnership had a high level of citizen engagement and participation, the respondents tended 
to disagree. Furthermore, most respondents disagreed that there was a community awareness 
of the benefits delivered by the partnership forum. Although, respondents agreed that the 
partnership forum allowed them a better understanding of ways in which to improve policy 
and service delivery. 
 
Table 3: Exchange of Resources 
Sector Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Public 3.1% 14.3% 29.6% 26.5% 7.1% 
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Private 0% 0% 36.4% 54.5% 9.1% 
Voluntary 0% 35.7% 21.4% 28.6% 0% 
 
Non-state actors mostly agreed that government played a dominant role in partnerships. Most 
respondents tended to agree that government was using partnership stakeholder resources to 
achieve its objectives (see Table 4). Respondents tended to agree that if the partnership fails 
to deliver services there is a high risk to users. Thus, on questions of shared purpose there 
was general agreement that there was collective decision making in the forum; that respective 
stakeholder knowledge and expertise was taken on board when changing or re-designing 
services; that stakeholder views shape the policy agenda and change; and that stakeholders 
try to make decisions which benefit the community in general. Thus, respondents disagreed 
that forums were merely talk-shops but that there was a shared purpose of improving services 
for the community. Most respondents, even non-state actors, that the non-governmental 
stakeholders use the forum to advocate their interests. 
 
Table 4: The Public Sector is increasingly using stakeholder resources to achieve their 
objectives 
Sector Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Public 2% 10.2% 18.4% 45.9% 4.1% 
Private 0% 9.1% 27.3% 36.4% 18.2% 
Voluntary 0% 0% 14.3% 42.9% 14.3% 
 
On measures of autonomy most respondents agreed that they were accountable to their 
respective organisations. Similarly, most respondents agreed that they often had to account 
for their performance to the organisation which they represented in the forum; and that the 
performance of the partnership is monitored by government. Furthermore, most respondents 
disagreed that the partnership was independent and autonomous from government. Moreover, 
respondents agreed that the voluntary sector is becoming part of government in delivering 
services (see Table 5). 
 
Table 5: The voluntary sector is becoming part of government in delivering services 
Sector Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Public 1% 15.3% 17.3% 41.8% 5.1% 
Private 0% 9.1% 36.4% 36.4% 9.1% 
Voluntary 7.1% 7.1% 14.3% 21.4% 2.1.4% 
 
Discussion 
 
The study showed that although most respondents viewed partnerships as an effective forum 
for decision making, they considered it a time-consuming process. This finding is consistent 
with Bovaird’s (2005) study of trade-offs in public governance where the opportunity cost in 
terms of decision making time is balanced with the inclusion of diverse stakeholder views 
making for more informed decisions. The research also supports Bovaird’s (2007) view that 
co-governance and co-production involve relationships between professional providers. The 
research demonstrated that although partnerships involve a network of public, private and 
voluntary actors, the majority are from a professional class. Thus, partnerships allow for 
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network opportunities and the building of social capital between a professional class of public 
service providers.  
 
Most respondents agreed that trust exists within their partnerships. However, caution should 
be exercised in the interpretation of the findings with regards to trust. The majority of 
respondents were from the public sector and indeed much of partnership forums tend to 
consist of public sector members. This would allow for inter-agency collaboration which may 
explain the findings of trust, but as the disaggregation of data by sector shows, voluntary 
sector respondents are less in agreement that trust exists. This finding supports the argument 
of the asymmetries of power where government tends to dominate partnerships (see Rhodes, 
2008; Holliday, 2000; Davies, 2011). The majority of qualitative comments in the survey by 
voluntary sector respondents refer to the dominance of governance and asymmetrical power 
relations as the following quotes illustrate: 
 
My inclusion, representing voluntary groups … I feel is paying lip service to 
‘community involvement’. The forum is run by professionals with their interests in 
mind and my inclusion ticks a box which satisfies government. 
 
The Partnership Forum of which I’m a member, although has all stakeholders as equal 
partners, it’s still clear that everything is geared towards Council Officers and 
Politicians; Community reps often feel their presence is tokenistic due to lack of 
knowledge of topics covered, lack of knowledge of processes involved - Community 
reps usually have limited knowledge of council, government processes due to being 
from outside the ‘professional’ organisations involved. 
 
Thus, to address the research question of whether trust exists; trust is evident between the 
professional class of state actors in partnerships, but there is less evident between state and 
non-state actors in partnerships. 
 
The findings on the extent of resource exchange at first appear inconclusive but while there 
appears a free exchange of information, there appears to be less exchange of financial 
resources. The latter may be a result of less devolved budgeting to partnerships and less inter-
agency financial exchange to affect outcomes. This is partly explained by the prevalence of 
bureaucratic financial and performance frameworks which often create organisational silos 
despite the existence of partnerships. Thus, while there is an exchange of information, shared 
decision making and purpose to affect joined-up policy objectives, there is less organisational 
integration and interdependence through financial resource exchange. Furthermore, there 
appears to be a bottom-up exchange of information with forums providing an opportunity for 
stakeholders to inform the policy process of community needs. However, there does not 
appear to be a great deal of community participation and awareness of partnerships. 
Arguably, genuine bottom-up democratic and community engagement is limited, but the 
forum does allow for, to some extent, stakeholder inputs which inform policy and co-
governance decision making. However, accountability is to respective organisations. The 
research question on the extent of exchange of resources shows that there is indeed an 
exchange, but that this is limited to information exchange to inform decision making. A few 
comments can be made about the interdependence amongst stakeholders in the forum. There 
is a perception by non-state actors that the state actors dominate forums and that there tends 
to be an agreement that the state sector are using stakeholder resources to achieve policy 
objectives. Yet, there does appear to be a shared purpose of improving service delivery within 
the community and that partnership forums provide a platform for diverse views to be taken 
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on board - sometimes affording non-state actors with an opportunity at community level to 
inform the policy agenda and affect service delivery. Thus, it appears that state and non-state 
actors do have a shared purpose of a public service ethos. Yet interdependence to achieve this 
shared purpose is limited. 
 
There does not appear to be high levels of autonomy of partnership forums. Thus, state and 
non-state actors in networks are not autonomous from the state. Indeed there was a general 
consensus that the performance of partnerships was monitored by the state; that there were 
lines of accountability to respective organisations rather than to the partnership; and that the 
state was using non-state actors and their resources in the delivery of services with most 
respondents agreeing that non-state actors were becoming part of the state delivery nexus.  
 
Conclusion 
 
The research demonstrated that there is limited trust between state and non-state actors; 
limited interdependence and exchange of resources between the actors; and state and non-
state actors in networks are not autonomous from the state. However, the exception is that 
there is shared purpose between stakeholders in these partnerships, principally concerning 
improving public service delivery. Although, public governance does involve a network of 
state and non-state actors, there are asymmetries of power. The state maintains its dominant 
role through its financial and regulatory authority. Thus, the state’s hegemony and dominance 
in public governance has not been eroded or ‘hollowed-out’. Indeed scholars such as Holliday 
(2000) and Davies (2011) have observed that state actors are becoming an extension of the 
state. Fenwick et al (2012) for example argue that non-state actors in ‘partnerships’ are 
becoming part of a meta-bureaucracy. Many respondents acknowledged a lack of autonomy 
from the state and the assimilation of non-state organisations into state bureaucracy through 
financial and performance accountabilities. Thus, there does appear to be some hierarchical 
accountability to respective organisations, and depending on the extent of regulation and 
performance management, non-state actors may also be accountable to the state through the 
partnership.  
 
The research offers insights into public governance by analysing local and health public 
governance in the UK and argues that the governance thesis is questionable. The state 
remains the authoritative actor in the allocation of resources and agenda-setting. What public 
governance does offer is to afford non-state actors the opportunity to inform the state, as the 
authoritative sector, on public service delivery needs. Yet, community participation and 
bottom-up democracy is limited and restricted to professional representatives of the 
community. 
 
Public governance is arguably a site for improving joined-up service delivery and public 
policy but this depends on the state’s receptivity and capacity to relinquish its hegemonic 
role. This is unlikely given financial and performance accountabilities and the politics of 
public services. It is more likely that public services will continue along the trajectory of neo-
liberal ideas of the role of the state with public governance involving the non-state sector 
contracted-in or steered to deliver public policy and service delivery objectives. Thus, 
interpreting the taxonomy of state and non-state relations in the UK, it would be more 
accurate to refer to this as government than governance. 
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